THE MUMMY	143
and February 19383 p. 251). Yet the ritual of mummification
assumes that the body had, like that of Osiris, been dis-
membered and scattered. sThe dead ma^ conceived to be
lyingy like Osiris, with mangled body, was comforted by
being told that the goddess Nut, mother of Osiris, was
coming to gather up his poor scattered limbs* (Frazer, op.
cit, p. 15). fiThe formulae recited during the lustration of
the Osirian dead often speak of the corpse as though it were
dismembered like that of Osiris5 (Smith and Damon,
op. tit., p. 36). Budge gives a number of these formulae.
*The goddess Khemeturt cometh to thee . . , shepresenteth
to thee thy bones, she gathereth together thy flesh* (From
Fetish to God in Ancient Egypt5 p. 193). *Horas „ . . hath
given unto thee thy head and collected for thee the members
of thy body' (Opening the Mouthy p. 106). The ritual, then*
seems not to correspond with anything that was actually
done either at the time when mummification was first prac-
tised or in the centuries preceding. It corresponds, how-
ever, in a remarkable way with the ritual of mummification
in India. Just as the ritual of mummification in Egypt
was associated with the myth of Osiris, who in his form
Khepera was the creator of the gods and was identified
with the harvest (Budge, Legends of the Gods^ p. n; Frazer,
op* cit., p. 107) so the ritual of mmrtmificatioii in India was
associated with the myth of Prajapati, who was the creator
of the gods (M. Levin in Man, 1930, p. 32), and was identified
with the harvest (J. Abbott., The Keys of Power? p. 152).
And just as the parts of Osiris were reassembled and re-
animated by the gods, so the parts of Prajapati were
reassembled and reanimated by the gods (Mans tec. at.*
P- 33)- Fo* Prajapati, when he had finished the work of
creation* Tell asunder* and cthe gods gathered him out of
the earth and out of the water*. cThe reconstruction of
Prajapati corresponds to the mummification of the
Mug* (Mai, loc. tit, p* 34).

